»

£y

AL S L

, . *  DOCUMENT RESUNE - : ™

ED. 109. 144 TM 004 554
AUTHOR MNillan, Michaél; Eastabrook, Clenn '
“TITLE o The Process of Educational GChange at the’ School

: - Level: Deriving Action Implications from

‘ . Questionnaire Data. y - ’
PUB DATE Feb .73 R _ .
NOTE . 45p.; Paper presented at tHe Annual Méeting at the |

American Educational Research Association (February
25-28, 1973). .« . .

xEDéS PRICQ/ JMF-$0:76 HC-$1.95 PLUS POSTAGE
S

.-DESCRiPTO *Educational Change; *Educational Innovation; '
. . Elementary Secondary Education; Parent Participatien; -
/ ., Parent Role; Parent School Relationship; Parent

Student Relationship; Participant Satisfaction;
! . _*Questionnaires; School Environment; Schools; Student
‘) Attitudes; Student Participation; Student Role;
- Student School Relationship; *Student Teacher
Relationship; Teacher Attitudes; Teacher Role; Test
. Results ' "4
IDENTIF¥ERS Canada; Ontario '

ABSTRACT ’ , N
. Despite massive inputs of resourcés during the last
15 years, and despite numerous "adoptions" of educational .
innovations, very l1ittle significant change has occurred at the %
\school level .corresponding to the intemied consequences of these
innovations. The modal process of change has, been characterized by a ¥
pattern whereby innovations are déveloped external to schools and '
then transmitted to them on a relatively universalistic' basis.
Instead of innovations being viewed as part of a universe of means,
'schools are viewed as part of a universe of adopters. This paper is
based on a large scage researcq'project involving studengts, parents, .
and teachers in 46 Ontario elementary and secondary schools. This -
study was conducted in order to facilitate students, parents, and <
teacher understanding of their rqles in the educational change Y
process at the school level by gathéring, feeding back, and helping ..
to derive action implications of data on the. foles and role :
relationship of these groups and the nature of their involvement ini !
+he school. (Author/DEP), . : . ! ?;’

L} -
.

‘ 6 5

e

e
/

\ .

¢ e dkok ok *****O*Bk************************************************************ ’

Documents acquired by ERIC jinclide many informal unpublished *
naterials not available fyom'other Stugces. ERIC.pakes every effort *
to obtain thé best.copy:available.. neverthéless,: itelms.of margihal *
repredycibility are often. encountered and this affé?ts the quality *
of the microfiche and Hardcopy ;eprodugtions{ERIC{Qagg§ﬁavailable_ *
via the ERIC Document,Reproduction Service (BDRS). EDRS is not *
‘responsible’ for the guality of the ariginal documeft. Reproductions *
supplied by EDRS are the best thatfcan be made from the'griginal. *
*******i*******f*****g*ix*******fy***********************y&**x;*x******

-

H M. R H R 3

\

’
- . *




A Ea i
~ e o v
. )/ .
‘ Co T v S
, \‘:// . ¢
} ] -
- THE ﬁ&pess .OF EDUCAT IONAL. CHANGE .
N Fi ’ ,
£ . . R ‘ . -
: < / - . 'AT THE SCHOOL LEVEL: QERIVI§G~ . \ o
;ff > ACTION IMPLICATIONS FROM QUESTIONNALRE DATA*
L] @ ’ ' Pl
<O oot .
P—!‘/ . R
) '
- v N
- ° J
.¥ . . !
t( -
/ - Michael Fullan - ’
Glenn Eastabrook
13
‘ s / \
A, ' S
: , A
. / - -
. , \ N
Y .o Dpparfmenf of Sociotogy
l: o p /‘» )
+ ¢ . Ontario Institute. for Studies in Education « ///
. ’ \
-, . . g
] T Id B ST B o /
. - . 7
- g ¢ K ' [ P . \ / ’
e - - Te ]
‘ Paper presented at the-‘American. Educational Research a . N .
2 Aéso;ia?ion, Annual-Conference” Februarxf25-28, 1973 , e

% e #outd like to thank Cheryl Mandel for computing the results and hefping
us prepare this paper. .-

., -

e, !




o

¢ . s

K
. .
. . e
. - .
? . 1]
< -
a4 -

- ?
This paper is based on a lagge scale research project of students, parents,

-~

and teachers in 46 Ontario elementary and secondary schools. The main puaﬁose
. . - \~

r of the project is fo facilitate ﬁgers (students, parents, teachers) ungerstanding of

their roles in tne educational cnange pirocess af the échoo} level by ga*hering,

N feeding back, and nelping to derive action implications of data e the roles

and rdle relationships of these groups and the nafure‘of their involvement in the
school. In the foljowing sections we aescribe the theoretical rationale of our,

/—\ . ’
approach, the sample and methods, some of, the main findings, and the dynamics

of feedback. ' \ .

L

" . Rationale -

A review of the research literature on user .experience with educational
N ?

1

innovations, described elsewhere led us to the following conclusions (Fullan, 1972).

~

.  Despite massive inputs of resources during the last 15 years, and despite

numerous "adoptions" of innovations, very little significant change has ‘occurred at

b 3
the school Ievel corresponding to the un*ended consequences of these innovations.

2. The modaL process of change has been characterized by a pa*tern whereby

innovations are deveIOped external to schaols and then transmitted to Them

on a relatlvely universallistic basns. “The consumers or users of |nnova*rons

(*eachers, parents, s*udenfs) nave had a Itmlted role in-this process, bu* rather

are seen as rela*ively pass;ve adopters of the bes* of recén* nnnova*tons. Note
. ,r PO

k)

" that primacy is glven to innovations (which often become ends in fhemselves)

-

rather *han user capaC|*|es to qnnovafe. In other words, |nsfedd of |nnova*|ons
. <

being viewed as part of a universe of means, schools are vieWed as par* of a
&

unjverse of adogtecs. where users did |nnova*e, it was often |nd|vtdual|sflc -

a result of a permissive rather fhan a participative process. '

.

o 1 \ . I
'MC . . " . ’ 3 —_— . -~

<
'

]




- r\\ ’ . I

3. The f0l|OWIng implications’ of the’ modal arocess jue* descr{oed are eviaenf: .
(a) The yalues and goals of users as ar*:cula*ed by them have no direct input
ar'lnfluence in the brocess. The results, are that downwacd innovations do not take

hold and diversity “of |nn0va*4ons is not allowed for. :

>

// (b) Social system or role changes in user systems, whuch are *heore*ncally

part and parcel of the intended consequences of most recent educational innovations
~ < . \
~ , °
are not recognized and planned for. Virtually every significant change has im- °

pllca*ions for changes in roles and role relationships; these changes myst be part

P < .
. a

and parcel -of The implementation process. . ]

®

(c) The dynamics of the process of role change has been entirely mi sunderstood

and neélec*ed. ‘There is little awareness that innovarions require unlearning and

relearning and'crea*e‘uncertaln*y and a concern about competencies “to perform ‘

_ these new roles.Consequently, very Nittle perserviee prepara*ign is included in
plans for change; but more fundamentally, vlr*ualI; no time, resources, and- other

supports are built ln*q'learnung of new roles in the ongoing system once oncé the

° .

change has been initinted. Since these requiremenfs are not understood and fagén
into account, even innovaflons that are congruent with user obJecrl ] often fail

(d) Consequen* to ¢, new educational ideas and organnza*nonal cnanges that

a

! - 5 : Q . . .
are introduced becomg empty %lTernarives inasmuch as they create unrealistic -

[y

/ conditions and expecta*ionsfzor user performance. - S*rbctural changes are necessary
. L g

‘but no* sufficiént to bring about significant change.. nother way of sfafing *has;
¢ |-
understanding-a problem and identifying changes needed fo correct it arehen*grely
. ¢ .
separa*e steps from anW|ng how to bring these changes abou*. T

v N oo
4

(e) The most effective solu*non can probably never come through the |n*ro— ‘
L
duc*ion of more and more innova*tons with additional resources (such as be**er

training in new roles) because the existing sys*emuc con*ex* of the user effectively

prevents the devefopment of these new. toles once *hey are. |ntroduced Furfh more,

©

,

4
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the most effective solution does not entail leaving indiviaual users o make -

. N ../ ¢ .
their own choices in permissive environments. -

.-

These conclusions led us to suggest that a radical resfrucfuridg toward

4

active user roles in the process of change was requjred it effective changes were
to occur. This postgoﬁ;is based on an nypothesis which goes considerably
beyond the well known proposition that participation leads to acceptance of

change. A far more critical variable for us regarding effective imp lementation

N
is not acceptance but rafher user capab.ilities to perform new roles. (Seé Gross

et. al., 1972). There are at least two components of capablll%nes - New. roTB\

orienfafions, and new skills implied by any particular change. To state This

.. F}

position in other words, the goals of.virfually every recent educafional innovation

/

- Open educafion, independent- sfudy, comhunlfy |nvolvemenf“|mply new roles

(orlenfafions and skills)/ if They are to be lmpiemenfed effecfively. i:e/on{i/ -

way that these new roles will develop is if those affected {the usersi/ lay an

/ active role at each stage because the learning of new roles is'a deveIOpmenfal
process that requires confinuous~involvemenf, choice,feedback, apd commitment on
the part of fhe user .(See also COmbs 4972)., Currently, most gducational

acfive roles and

/

Innovafions are adopted in such a way Thaf users do not. pla
There are few provisions to support people in the developfient of these roles.
Since users are unprepared to play these new roles, and/slnce the innovaflve

- process does not support this developmenf "adopfed" /éoovaflons fail to become
Y - ’ v .

" effectively |mplemenfed. . o ' . -

’
[1d [

“In light of these assumpflons we gafhered datd from user. gioups in several -
schools in order to defermine to what d&ree the played"active’ roles in the

school (whlch we expec#ed would be very Ilmlfe? and fo consider the implicafions
{ .
of the findings wifh schools in our samplé whd were interested in doing fhis.

ERIC - S
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. Sample and Methdds

t \

.

Our first step involved the selection of a large city school system and

-
»

_one county system. We were more interested in across school variation so we

) wanted to select schools from the same system. At the séme‘Fime"i* seemed advisable
, . . 4 .9,

to- lnclude bo*h a city and a county sys*em. Within these sysfems we selected

randomly 26 schools in the city system (IO elemen*ary, 10 Junlor high and 6

o v

secondary schools)*and 20 schools (I5 eiementary and 5_secondary) in the county

- system. Cooperation was sought from each principall There were six refusals

.

in the city system and one in the couﬁ%y. These schools were replaced by other

p /selec*ions. WE*h;n~eacH school The sample Incluﬂed‘all *eacherg, a 10% rangga
;ample of s*uden*s and a- 10% random sample of pareﬁfs. ‘The data was, gathered
by means of ques*ionnaures. Student questionnaires were filled out at the school

' in groups, *eachers on fheir own tite and parents by mail. Data was collec*ed

from February to May, |972. The flnal sample N with percentage returns was
students (3593/90% return), parents (1783/51%), and teachers (728/40p re*urn)

. Wé consider the refurn rate from parents as satisfactory for a mailed questionnaire.

Il

The low re*urn.ra*e'from teachers was disappointing, and was based on several - é?;ﬁ
reasons which we do not go into here. Qbviously, the resul}s from teachers mus+ \

be treated very-*en*a*ively and with caution. The very high rate of return

4 ~

for students meant that the student findings shquld be representative of students

in the .46 sghools in our sampleﬁ

. Findings

’

LR We. gathered ‘@ wide range of data from these groups.’ We can only present

some of the majin findings in this. papers P
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Students (Tables I, 2, 3,4, 5 : . “ .

. Tables | to 5 presenf some of the fundlngs from sfudenfs. We might view
these data in Terms of compartson across the Three levels, and in terms of fhe
absolute response percenfages. In virtually every case -the elemegfary level
cbildren view their teachers more favourably than junior high sfudenfs! who in
fqrn are more positive than secondary school stugents.

In absolufe’ferms7sfuden*s' relationships to teachers is cnaracterized py a

2
fairly low level of exchange and influence - in most cases, well less than half
of the students say that a parflcular behavuour or abtitude o} teachers occurs _
offen or always compared to someflmes Qr never. For example, on fhe question
"Do Teachers understand the sfudenfs points of vtew on classroom or school
maffe(s , 419 of the elementary students, 32% of the junior high, and 25% of the
secéndary(school students answered often or alway§t §;milar responses occur
og/?he questions "Do you feel free to talk to teachers about problems you are
having with your school work", and "If -l suggest somef%ing to- my Teacher;, they
will listen to me". Only on the quesfioﬁ of now frienély and enéouﬁaging Teégher§
are do the percentages” average about half the students. >

In summary, over half the students in our sample are not experiencing frequent

empathetic, open, |ntlﬁenfial relationships with mast of their «“eachers. The

decrease wufh each educafional Ievel although this decreése.may be

a function oX size, and confacfs with greafer numbers of peOple.

o

tions were asked about*students' perceptions of “the principal.
(Table /2), Perceptighs of the pr?%cipat are surprisingly similar To.the

pefcepfions of teachdrs. One would expect fﬁqf the,.relationship To'fgacheré would

5

to Ahe proximity in the classroom, but this is not: the case. As \f

mignf be\expecfed at “the seCondary schooﬂ a Iarge percenfage(ZO 3)%) of sfudenfsﬁ

be closer du

do not have an opinion about the pr;ncipal, presumably because they hdve little

contact with him due to the size of ?He school _ . A

? -
B4

.
. . . . ) . . .
. . ‘ N
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I+ is interesting to examine student involvement in decision making because

o .

we have data on teachers, parents, and nrincipal/vice-principal views as well
»

.

as student views, al*hough pfease nofe that the exact wording and categories

?
. of response are slightly differevt in somé cases. On the ques*ion of Perceived‘s7

1 ’,x,-

actual influence on decisions (Tableggg students and fteachers at the elementary

and junior levels have similar views (333 of students compared *o’&9% of teachers

~'\
° "é

7

at the elementary level, and 39% comoared to 344 at the_junior high). The only

X
v

Iaﬁge discrepancy exists in the case of secondary schobl level whe;e 45%
_of the teachers say. that students are involved, and only 27% of students Think
that students are involved. Rarents, as might ke eXpec*ed,-db not know whether

" students are invorved (43% *cL5O% did no* know)
. [ ]

When we asked whether st%dents should be 1nvo|ved in decision abdq\ goals,

Y

subJecT ma*ter, and school rules (Table 4) only about 40p (38-44),.0f the

sTudents sard tha* ‘they should, whereas from 47% to 62p of the paren*s, and
}

-

64% to 77% of *he *eachers thought That students should be. In other words,
a smaller percen*age of s*uden*s COmparcd to parents and teachers Thlnk that

) sfudén*s should be invoived in decision making. This is confnrmed in anotﬁer

[SN '

question in Table 4, when we asked students "how do you feel about beqoming a

-

>

* member of a committee in the school which 'would discuss goals, subjec*i;/;ﬁ:ég
and }eguiafions étc.". Lless than half of *heigamp!e at the junior high, .
. " and high school level say that they wouldhlnke to, glthough~ap6u* one-third
of the sample did not know. One wondd}é,,parficularly in‘lighf of the previous
data and fhe commen*s by s*udents recorded below, whe*her the relatlvely low
studen; interest is due to a feeling that teachers and-administrators should

decide these matters, or whether students feel *ha* involvemenf will not be

\~//) Thaf\produc*ive from their point of vtew.

.
~. . \ . ‘ é’;j
\ ‘ . N
. N - .
g .
.
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Three other items on stydent perceptigns of the school are reported in

Table 5. Here again w e the marked difference between eleméﬁféry and junior

- .
n high students on the one hand, and secondary school students on the other. One
half of the secondary school students find most of their classes or lessons

boring coégared to slightly over one-quarter of the other students. Secondafgy
. ‘ .

school students are also much less likely *o_value'*heir subjects as important,
. and fo feel that people in their school wo;; nge*her. .o ~
Students also had The opportunity at the end of the ques*ibnﬁiare tq
write in any comments *Hey wanted to express ab;uf the schéol, or the project.

About 52% of fhé students did write In views that concerned them.. In fact,-
. N ’

these comments provided a rich appreciation of their views because they were

L% ~

expressed in their own words, @nd one would presume were somewhat spontaneous.

’

"1t is nét possible’ to report the depth of stident views here, but the main C.

~** . ' themes that were evident can-be iﬁdicafed. .

1 [

We have hivided the S}udenf éommenfs-in*od;wo genéral céfeéories (and,
ce}lea.Subca{egor{e; within These;. The flfsf gene?al category contains 943
. commgnts about the schooi and education. Theother category contains opinions.
about the project and/or its possible implications. There are very defiéi*e .

themes within thesg ca*egories.( A few respresentative comments are made

+

¢ - below according to the following four themes: |) attachment, and 2) alientation
,/ .
-re school life and 3) positive comments and 4) critical cofients on the project.
Attachment Theme (258 comments)
" | wouldn't want the school to be changed at all. | Iike it the .
' © way it is. ’ ; ' o -
» " | think thls school - by that | mean the principal and>the student
. . councl| are sincerely trying to make school an=enmjoyable gnd great

* place to be. And, they have the interests of the students at heart
(high school). NS

-
-

4
" | enjoy this school a lot and hope to continue right through to grade 13, .
This school offefs good topics of learning as well as good involvemequin




A by | .8
' X _. ’ A :/f:‘: ‘ . * )
extra-curricilar ac*ivi*ié%?(high school)."
€ :

Alienation Theme (685 commén*s) ( : = ' &

<
»

- . " The teachers don't ynderstand me. They are supposed to prepare us
for lifegbut they don™. Instead they condition us to the way society
wants us to live (junior high). -
: . . .
" Schools: are becaming fac*orLe%. They turn out students with diplomas
at maximum speed. we are being pushed through whether we have knowledge
or not. | want to learn, not spend my required. four or five years getting
my little seal of approval and move on. For God's sake, tell them to
slow down (high school). , . T N
¢ . - - LS -,}}',",
' . " They say Its our life. And They make us come to schodl. (elementary) .
A e ° : I
~ . J‘ v\’
" | know that.school is important to me and that | need it fo get anywher® ="
in life. But |'m beg{nning to realize that This réason is not good enough.
| don't enjoy school at. this point. |t is the last place | want to be.
¥ | wasn't so shy | ijmagine | could express these feelings to a teacher,
but |'ve never spokew to one, not even about extra help(high school).
. ' | -
- " |'monly in school so | can go To University so as to make more money than
* " Jf | quit school nowd | do not particulariwlike school. In fact, sometimes
| hate it but | don't particularly want to be poor (high school).

7

" The séQooI is very impérsonal. |t is hard to approach teachers about
N personal matters. |f students felt-that they were "someone" they would be
o’ more interested in school, society, parents and teachers. Make teachers
approachable. Classes would be more interesting if students were able| to.
relax (high school). ™ ., ~ , .
o. B T A ) L ¢ |
' "| hope that this project-will brifg around hew changes to the same 6I%
r
i

14

routine of ‘the school. If's gotten that Monday seems |ike doomsday o
~ something (high school)." ~
. . @ . . .,
The Project: Positive and/or with Some Concern about putting the results
) Into Practice (.00 corments). F '

-

Elementery and Junior High c

" | think this project is very interesting in many different ways. |t asks man)
! questions that | have never been asked before. But | enjoyed voing it.

"1+ wad fun and encouraging. |t let the children speak freely about the-
matter. Now we, can speak for ourselves.. . .

Y

" | think this projeé* is a good one because you get o discover how
the students feel about things and it gets the students to think about
things around fhe school. ‘ .

. " This is a very .good and worthwhlle project. The -questions that were
asked made a lot of sense and | hope that more Ehénges and be%ter changes
will be made‘in\thi§ school. ° L, o . vz

ERIC i < - 10
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The comments below were from hiah school students:

¥ ¥
.l B > . &

" | think this is a good-project only if i*'bringSabou* some chanaes
. that are badly needed; e.g. student-teacher relations and ‘the prison
\ ‘impression each student has. Should be a more relaxed atmosphere,

. . PN . ) N ’ A .
" | think this project is a step in\the right direction but unless some

action is taken to reduce the apathy O staff and thefefore the
students | think the whole school system is in a helluva lot qf troubyé.-
. | 'wguld really like to see the results of these surveys posted in the _ ' .
school.” , =+ ! : . t ,
’ . ' o ( o 2 ,
! . " This type of project could be very helpful in;bringing @oout changes

in the school sys?em, but it seems to me that | have filled out this
type. of survey before and few changes occurred, - )

" | *hink this project is worthwhile, if changes are made, otherwise its
just a waste of time although, | would like to-thank you for the opportunity
to expresg my views and for.getting me out of a poring class.”

. R
.
[ . - v

) : o [
The Project: Critical Comments:(250 comments) B
- 1 (About 150 of these s*udénfé'foung the questions too general or
the answers foo restrictive). - ) ot . N

" The questions were confining.‘ They should have had a space to write
in your-answer if it wasn't.in the'list given. ¢ '

"\ Most '0f the questions are oo vague. There.is always some exception
which can't be considered in answering the questions. .

L3 «

(An additional 100 students, mainly at the high’school level indicated
in one form or another that we wefe'wastjng our time because nothing
would come of the results (strictly speaking most of these opiftions
are not necessary kritical of the idea of the project, but rather’.
refiect futility). '

B "  We-never hear of the results. | wrote a questionnaire the same as
. this last fall, last year, the year before, etc. Why agon't you make your
results pub®i¢ to us, The students. - .

R . -

/ C " A year ago | wroteé a ques*}énnaire very simglar to this onme. |
stated the same opinions the way |.know my friends selected also. 5So far
| have seen no progress or results. | .
" 1 really don't believe this report is o be read or c@ré: ‘about,
so why comment?" . ' . ' ’ .o
' . . g . R
) . . ) *
; c » :
/ i ’ ' . i
) -i
L ~ - 1
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There are some very clearcut parrerns evident in The S*Ldenfs' comments

reported and others from the _same themes not reported here:

(1) S*uden*s found the project |n*eres*|ng\and wor*hwhile,'(Z) on the

whole, they fhought the survey was relevant and wpuld prowvjde |mportan* |nformafton
about s*uden*s oplnions, (3) *hey were apprecia*;ve of being asked One \
4 LS
ﬂge*s the |mpresslon in many of the commenrs that studenfs dre very interested |
in talking abou* the issues covered in the ques*io;;alre. Wﬂany fognd it

. _enjoyabfe and important to express fheir own opinions and ideas, (4) for
many sfudenrs, the survey ra|sed quéstions about things in the school *hey

. hadn'f rhoughf about; and in answerﬁng the quesfions *hey fhougn* it. crea*ed

g

new awarenesses, u ders*andnng and ldeas for them epou* sdéifl relations in

the school, (5) students expressed a concern “that the information would lead

»

) _*o changes. At *he elemenrary and Junuor hlgh level *hls *ended to be 3

characrerlzed by hope and optimISm, +at the sec0ndary level |ﬁ was characrerlzed

r X4

' by h0pe skepticism, and in some cases cynlcism. (6) Relafed *o cynucism

were *he commenfs reported ea:ller where ‘high school s*uden*s expressed varuous forms
-} g .
of allena*non or- disaffection with 'school the.g Y ‘ ~ -

’
MR

"On the whole, the student commen*s tend *o confifm in rlcher derail the
. - A
quantitative pattern repor*ed in the tables.\ Moreover, if our assumption is 1

-~

at all correcr *haf useYs (in *hls cdse students) must have an ac*ive, meaningful

RN

{
©

‘role if educa*nonal change ' is *o be effectlve, then it is glear rharjxpe el

\

-

! | sf*uaftons~depicred by our sample of studen*s are no? conducr?ﬁ to’ effective

change. The problem of derlvung !mplicarlons from these findings is taken up

below.! .KJ ‘ . - 9

. . * /
-~ . . u

s ! ) 4 . .- ". . ~ - 4 \
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" withethe prnncipal or. any *eachers regard}ng goals; rules and regula*nons,

- at the’ elemen*arv flevel (64%) Aﬁ'@%e secondary level during the average

©

“Pgrenfs (T?bles 6, 7 8)
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pa*a conCernxng parenT'con*ac* and actual.and desirable |nvolvemen*

-

wn*h d;fferen* aspec*s of the schodl are(presenfed nn Tables 6 - 8

As’ mlgh* be expec*ed Table 6, shows falrly Iow ac*ual confac? w1*n‘*he

",,1 -

school especially at. the secbndary schoal level Less(*nan half *he Jun¢or. s

- PO -
£ - AR, -

high or secondary school paren*s have had at least one or more dlSCUSSlOﬂS I

-L.-'

subJec*ima*fer, adOpflng new programs, etc. This ss conscderably higher
N,

year 64p of the parenfs have never 'been tnS|de “the schoal ddring school

hours", This compares :to 59p a* *hé’Junlor high and 33% a* the eIemenfary

/

. . &
. level. Similarly 59%, 52% and 36% reSpecmlvelygre*nr* ‘that they have never .
"arranged@*o go *o the "school fo *alk w|thfa teacher or prunCnpaI about a e S, R
school "matter that concerns *hem during school hours" (This Table is not >

’

presen*ed) Flnally, 26% of the- secondary, 54% of the Jjunior htgh and 12%
>\
of *he elemen*ary leve! parents said *haf ‘they had, @ttended two or more

meetungs at the school. S , . . '-‘ )

Ve

Qué%*;ons 4a and 4b¥of Taple ® examine more specific forms of tnvolvemenf

bofh in *erms of acfual |nvolvemenf and.in- ferms of what people would Ilke b

{
see happen. As is evident, a small percen*age of people are actually lnvolved'

‘in‘discussions about "goals" and "new programmes What is really in*eres*tng i\
/

is the split between ThoseJ*ha* view these aspects as the school's e .

. - s - AL

res nS|b|I|fy compare to those parents who would |ike to pe involved in/-* 3

' A
//}/’ these kinds of discussidns. For example, regarding goals anﬁ’obJecmtves '

32~ @eel thaf ﬂns |s the school's responslbllify compared to 38-42% who . )

-5 - 1
feel that they, as parents, Should be involved. |f this pa**ern is mafched
at.the Jndlvidual school level it means that a substantial proportion want

’ LI N e,

-
e f s

3 -




. . \
5 , 2.
.+ . to be involved, and a substantial proporllon do not want to be. This '
¢ . would seem o compiicate the question nf‘parenl involvement. Other data ,
. below conflrms this dlfference of opinlon in the communlly. R : }
w
‘We’also asked parents ln our sample whelher parenls are |nvolved ln
;:l~j . ."t‘sbeeiflc waysyla the school whe*her they think parenls should ;; involye
- o in fhese ways and whether lhey themselves would be inleresled in.particutar
*orms of lnvolvemenf. Ve also asked teachers, prlnC|pals/vice-prlnC|pals
. and sludenls identical or similar questions about parenl involvement (Tables
7.and 8), ) ' - »
Fissf let us summarise the overall pa;lern in Table 7. 1In each case ..

a small percentage of - parenfs-say lhal parenls are involved (usually about '10-20%),

- \

excepf in the case of wqcﬁjgg as leacher aides aJ fhe eleggglary level and -

q{f ' ’ "being members of school commi ttees. Regardlng teacher aldes ‘71 of the
/ 8‘;\{arem“s at # ‘ lementary level say that parents are involved. Slmllasfy NIZEV~} -
;; ) 4lg of 4he elemenlary level parenls redorl that parents- are members of school*'~~”‘
g ) " committees. This is also fairly high at lhe Jjunior high leveI (34p).

Perhaps lfe most interesting set of quesllons is whether parents,: teachers, -

admlnislralor‘ and students think that parents shbuld be lnyolved in these

aspects of the -schogl- (Table 8). Of ‘the elghl forms of involvemenl in ,///1
v gchool decisions, there are four areas of decision maklng whlch are. hlghly .

valued by each of _ the three groups '.- Mgoals and obJecllves of the school"
"new. programs or practices In the school", "helping plan what lype of.. S
/ .

L+ 77 . ¢ instruction i's best for their own child", and béing “members of school . :2>//

£ .
P

committees". A fifth form, "wbrklhg as a teacher alde" is valued by
admlnislralors and leachers at the junior high and elementary level, and

- .
<@

by parenls at the elementary level. In most of these five farms of involve-

. L

ment, over 70% of the consllluency sampled sald lhal parents should be involved.

-

L4 s
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"" aJso eirecognlzed ¢haf |n The;laffer four activities abouf 50% of Theyparenfs say

- " a

=

- -cussea in The Iasf few pages.l Ftrsf a subsfanfial percentage of paren*s

;;‘ peeome fnvolwed in all elght ac#nvl?les. in four of the aspecfs fhls ls as
] » ',,.Ir } .

4
L el

In askung quesflons abouf whether paren?s ghould be - onvol\ed we mlghf ,
exRecT spme degree of lnflafion in regard To whether |nd|vhdual parenfs

would become' involved. IT ls somewhaf easler for parenfs fo say ThaT parenfs

. - ‘-\ ;

H.
In general should be |nvolved fhan To make a. personal response of, wllllngness
to be involved.. . In"opder to follow up the laffer quas?non we asked parenfs
'1,‘-'3 .
"would you be interested in being inyolved in the followlng,elghf acfuvnfles .

. s
. J . ; . 7

These results are presented in The‘lasf three columns of Tabley8. Here again,
* parents are more likely to select ﬁgoals and objeclives" .“newﬂpro@rams.and

pracf:ces" and "Pelping plan instruction for Thelr owa. chlldren" _JThe only ~

N o/ ',
-v .

form of lnvolvemenf that has dropped subsfanflally in commufmenf is mombers
ot 2 L .
.of school commlffee . ’ . - l'qz: . ’

te

-

One area we mnghf look at more tlosely because of 1Ts reCenf 1mporfance
\‘ \ N

is "working &s a Téacher ande Elemenfary and JUﬂIOr h|qh Teachers and
\

P

admlnksfrafors s?rongly endorse ThlS? and abouf Two-fhlrds of the parenfs

. think~that parenfs should be involved fhas way. Given the SpeclflC naturé

.

" of fhls cqmmsfmenf "a fa;rly large percenfage of elemenfary l/y;1>parenfs
N

(37%) say Tnaf fhey personﬂlly would be |nferesfeg in worklng as a teacher _
¢ . . )

. ,.-', \ Yy Y

! < [N

ﬁ}lde.!" N ' xf . ’_\. N Q\ ‘ g - .
0 : There are. two general observaflons we mlghT-make agbqf the findJngs\dls- g i;
o |A \ \\ .,

RN

e ln all cafeggrles say fhaf parenfs should and fhey personally would Fike fo

'/ ,. ,- ——e -

'/. 4-4 PR “

rﬁlgh aé 70—80 percenf |n The ofher four/lf ranges from.35-57% It should

RSN
_'I \on

«i ‘

u"

‘. ‘f,,\,
' #ﬁéﬁ barenfs sho&ldsnof be lnvol&eﬂ Thus mlghf ‘mean, lhat in many school ‘y
)" r‘i E y ’/-"—/ ' '
\'%odegtfles pher \wtll be sfrong dﬁ&ierences of opnnlon among parenfs qpouf 2
‘ - l. e b . ,a, < ?J
: .-._a-;Z( d L . ' :
. n‘vld'l?} en11 n‘ha., ,is, parents who say *rha*r paren‘rs sh'ould not be/l\wolved may ‘.
. .,:-‘;."."‘ ." ”‘ . ‘, _“l . -5' .F " | ) ..' ; ‘..'\ B B N
!5,,’;,:'2’}‘3_‘3 }. -’ " "'}" . ot E" ' R 'r",5 - “" , . ]
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be opposed to other parents becomlng invotved ig school deCISIons. On the

( .

-

other hand ’The,range of pos$ible dlfferent *ypes of -involvement (elgn* of'
which we have mentioned) and *he fair1y sfrong endorsemen+ ‘among paren*s,

.}eachers and adminus*ra*ors for mos* of fhese wou&d provude a s*ronq bas:§

for working ou* the dif&eren* forms of |pvolvemen* approprla*e *o the par*acular
. /
. co&munity. Although the actual working out of these matters is not a simple
matter, . .-
v, p .

The second general observa*ipn fojlows from the flrs* Despite endorsement

-

-~

and inferest |n anolvemen# Pﬁ 8l three cons*stuencnes we have seen in the

s - .// ‘ 4

previous *ables Thaf ac*uaL Tnvolvemen* as perceuved by all groups is llmu*ed
Why is this *be case7 One possibility is that the preferences reported in

Tabte 8 are not vallq, that all-coﬁs*i*uepcies exaggerated their preferences

[N * -

» and really do not mean what they say. Another possibility. is that the preferences
. - ' . ‘ . . ’
are yali&, bdf,*here'are constraints of various kinds that prevent involvement

from deyeloplng. We prefer the latter possibility. When people are reqdes*ed
*  J
to answer what "should be" it is likely that some respond in terms of wha* *hey

- . b

'fﬁfnk is expec?ed or curr n*ly p0pular without really belleving it. But *he

v

‘ data in Table 8 are. so strong and consistent with o*her parts of the ques*ionna:re

-

iﬁ
”, and comments made by respondenfs~af the end of the ques*lgﬁ%alres, that we

believe that the results are on the whole accurate, aTherefore, It seems to
ué that. an important task for schoolg, communities and researchers is to
consider‘ﬁassible.cons*rain*s to pafen* involvement. This is what we mean

by deriving implicaf}oqs from the data (see the last section of the paper).
. B . ¢
F A given ‘school/community could begin to_idgntify and discuss possible constraints

&

. and determine how they might be copéd with. ;These‘may include constraints
. S .- . ‘
of time, organizational inflexibikity, psychological (guwlefy or ambigulty
\ -

/ —~ —

‘\ S ., \
. § ° -3
. > . N N
- » . s
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, abgUf *he meahing of parent inQS?@eMenf on the part of both teachers and

parenrs) e¢c ve think that any of these constraints can be reduced only if

those |nvolved (adm;nls*ra*ors, teachers, paren*s, s*uden*s) a*tempt 16 solve
v I

. .
- N 4

them together.

I . . . . - el

- \ - N -
Teachers and lInnovation (Tables 9, lO ry . ) e

As far as we know, past researchers s*udying educational. changi have

not ga*hered much da*a of’ the type we have Fepor*ed so far, i.e. from s*udenrs;
and parenr; ebou*d*heir perceptions of their roles. The same cannot, be said
of the teacher's gerCep*ion of the social ciimate of the school. For{this

. ° . / »
reason, and due to the low‘reebonse rate }We will not report the_ range of

data we have from teachers. We dd ‘present, however, three tables o% data

dealing,dLreC*ly.wi*huques*ions of'}nnova*ion; In table 9, there are six - ~

.

dues*ions on different aspects of innovative acfiviry involving feflow .

teachers in one's division-or dep rt-~nt. At "the elementary level regdarding

teachers in the immediate grade level or division 51-53% feel that "fellow

teachers' actually use new, practices", "sypport and encourage other teachers
L - .

who want rp use new ideas", and "feel that changes %hat have been made have
- ﬂ‘_ ‘ *
improved the quality of education" to a great extent or quite a bit. This

means that aimost 50% felt that felloy teachers pertormed this' way Ig_g_hqgera*e

amount, very llf*le, or not at all.

0f the other three items 36% of the elemen*ary ‘teachers feel that
"teachers understand the objectives and nature of the changes they ¢ do adop*", and

63% say-that "feachers evaluate or assess new practices which t#;y have adopted".

There are }wo pa*ferns to be. noted- in- looking .at the resutfs across levels.

® )
First, in nearly every case teachers at the elementary and junior high revels

<

perceived grea*er innovativeness In feliow teachers than do *eachers at the




.

seconﬁary * tevel, although the differences are not large. For example, 51%

. ":.‘ . PRI . E N
of fhe efementary teachers say that “*eachers actually use new practices"
N

*o a grea* e§3ent or. qulte a bl* compaed to 42% of The secondary school

v
£y

C

* f. : *eadﬁers Thisjaees not neceSsarnly mean *haf greater )nnova*lveness ac*ualiy
[ / s
"occurs at *he,elemen*ary and junior: 1gh‘[evel. It mlgh* mean that coqmgnica*lon’
‘ ‘ ' “{ L ¢ . . * i . i o
vabout innovations is less frequent/at the secondary level . I% should be

’

recalled tha* all of fhese quesisons refer to fellow teachers an one's own

AN
grade level , dnvnsaon or depé’*men* so that the sige of the school ‘does not

\\\\¥ ' .play a direct role. o ' o S

The other set df data we present concern specific innovations involving
. . . !'-
more than one teacher. reported by teachers that the school had adopted in

the school (they were asked to select the most signif!caﬁ* or interesting

e

one of them). We Eave grouped *Besé;in*g 15 céfégoriés’éécoﬁding to frequency
\ ‘of‘men*ion b; the 569 +eabbers Wwho sélqc*ed pa}Ticularminnoya*iohs. The

\ most freqﬁen*ly selected [pnovaflon;:weré the credit system or student choice
\ in selgcting courses:(menfioqed bi_@&(*eachers,’?S of whom were in secondary

k schools) team teaching (mentiongd_ﬁy 60 *eachers, 53 of whom were in elementary
/ ' .

; or junior high schoqlgh open area or Opeh plan (by 27 teachers). Other

ey g s

Innovations selected by more ‘than |5 teachers concerned new or revised- courses.
- .. -(’

We then asked a series of ques*l5hs’abou* these ipnovations (Table 10
e, -~ o . . . )
and I1). No generatizations should be drawn from these data because they

[

e A AT, U
27

/ lump together all innova*igns\éelected. In further agﬁlyses we will be

/ anéiyzinglregponses separately for each of the major 4 or 5 innovations
M 3 . . AN 5 "

f seélected.
: *»

» - » )-
/ . The questlons (in Tables 10 and |1) refer to*specific evatuations . ‘f
. 4

o

~ &

by *eachers of the lnnova*ions adop*ed Again pleasg no*e ‘that-these are

reg:TTs for aftl innovations combined. A Iit*le-over one-third of *he teachers

s

B
v

- (35%, 40%, 35%) reported that."there has been an open discussion in the :
o . A8 :

.
e 2

R
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school of the advantages and disad an*éges". "About one-quarrer (27%, 29%,

25%) felt that "+he school searched fotr alternative solutions before.

adopting the new “practice” (an_additional 275, 31% and 29%, did not know).

. A higher percentage felt that the practice made an improvement (70%,

/ . M)
59%, 66%). - ’

Table Il indicafes *ha& teachers were satisfied with the change (75%,
75%, 64%), and that s*uden#s accepted it; in *he opinion of *he feachers
(82% 74%, 79p) Less *han a majority of teachers felt that Yparents were

well Informed about the lnnovardon (42% 3Ip, 374). . : ,/

The Relationship of Quality of Implementation (as perceived by teachers)

“hypothesis that effective implementation of change is related to active and

. meaningful roles of users (students, parents, teachers). |t is impossible:

to Meaningful User Roles (as reported by students, parents, and teachers).

11
4

As a final examination of the data, we would like to retfurn to the

to test this adequately in our data because we do not have "objective"

K

,4{

observations or measures ‘of umplemen*arion, and. we do not have student

or parent percep*Ions of the specnfic innovations because@;hese innova*ions

4

were. only identified by *eachers during data ga*hering.)
We can, however, eXplore fhss rela*lonshlp in a secondary way. What

we did was identify a number of schools where *he same innovation was

; &

selected by a Iarge number of *eaphers in each school.. Specifically, team L

-

’ -
N .
3 .
S— ; -
E - 3

* This Is a deflnife weakness We wan*ed to leave open the selection of
specific snnoyaﬁions to teachers. What we should have done'is gather the .
data from teachers first, see what innovation(s)} was selected, -and then ask studenty
and parents about this specific innovation u51ng items in Tables 10 and Il. This
proceduré would have been somewhat time consuming and awkward with 46 schools but
probab ly could have been managed. Also, if one was working with a small number of
schools It would 'be important to gather some "ob jective" information on the quality
of implementation.t : . ) .

19 . o
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teaching/open plan was selected by teachers in |1 schools (9 elementary, 2

junior high). Ve then divided schools into low, medium and high on "quality

L

of implemen*afloh”*baéed on combining two teacher questions in the follohing
way. The t;oiques*lons wgre:’ a)l "Uidithis chéagéx(*eam teaching) represent
an improvement?", and’b)"Ud you feel satisfied with the way .the change was
impiemented?" wé q{Vlded the 11 schools into High and {ow ;n ea;h qdeg*ion

- on the basis of the average for al] schools. |f pelow average on both questions

the school was classified as fow. |f n?éh on one question and low on the

[y

other, it was placed in the medium category. If above average, on both -

”
s

' questions, i*’became high. In this way 5, 3, and 3 schools.were classified
) .
as low, medium, and high respec*lvely. We then cross-tabulated these wi*h

ques*nons on school climate asked of students, paren*s and teachers themselves.

[ - 2

’ . The results are presenfed in tables 12503 14,.and 15, \
Overail, In Table 13, those schools classlfied as high on "quality of

. ) lmplemen*a*lon” -as repor*ed by feachers: tend 1o have- htgher prOpor*IOns of

»

students who percelve a receptive climate than do sfuden*s in schools

cIassxfxed as Iow. AFor example, 425 of the s*udents in the low schools see \
i

the prtnc1paT'qS "|istening.to" Student sugges*:ons compared to 58% of

[4

} . ‘ (
the schools classified as high. There are only two exceptions fo this
ba**ern (i.e. ére students involved in'decislon—making 5 ;eachers undersvand
the students' po:nt~of~vaew) No~claun&s made about causal dtrec*lon, but

. 1t does seem no*ewor*hy that Ahose schools in which teachers are more sa*isfied

with the Implemen*a*iOn of team teaching as a major innovation are the ones
i 4 -

«

which s*udents are moré likely to describe as recep*ive to *heir own roles.

Based on the crude measures we have emp loyed these téfigrs do have a *endency

_,.‘,_n P

L

hw

>

Yo cluster. -
¢

- Table I3 presents the same, breakdown of schools on "quality of .implementation”

. . \

{
;
5
‘e
’

J
/
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inrelation to parent views of the:'school. The same pattern exists in

. % table one, although some of the differences are

3 falrly smal'l, For example, 71% of the parents in the schools classffied
A ’ ° ) ' . ) ‘o
s as low report confidence in the ability of teachers compared to 82% of

-

those parents ih sJLools from the high categaly. ll.is'ipteres*ing to note

.

fhat in the schools classlfled as high on-the quallly of lmplementallon
of- team ‘teaching a much higher percentage, of parenls (55p) report lhe use

of paren*s as leacher aldes, than in those schoois classified as low (393).

»

The one main anomaly in Table 13 concerns "are parents members of school

. committees!. Here slightly higher proportions of pareq;s who report that

parents are members of school committees, are In the low calego}y.
. Finally, tables 14 and |5 present the data from teachers themselves.

. X L
In this table the medium category is somewhat out of line, but on the whole
Cm . .

4
_there are large differences beTween the high and low categories. Tha* is,

in schoots classified as hlgh on- quallty of lquementallon'compared to those

Ka -

classlfled as jow teachers are more likely fo pe?celve that students and

s

- parents are lnvolved in certain specific aspec*s, .that teachers trust other

“teachers to be helpful lha* fellow feachers are seen as lnnqva*uve, and that
- v >
*he principal supports teachers in their lnnovallon. Egaln the only reversal
in lhe table concerns "parents as members of school comml*tees" which appears

‘as slightly incompallble with teacher satisfaction with lm%lemenlalioq of ~
' - - ™~

change.

2
In summary, our measure of qublu*y of lmplemenlatlon of team teaching,
- 5 Q

i's qui*e limited singe it depends on teacher opinions, bul (57 |s noteworfhy that

- students, parenls and Teachers perCepllons of their involvement with varuous
aspects of the school *ends to clus*er with the quality of lmplemenlaflon variable.

We would now llke *o return to the quesllon of deriving lmpllca*lons

14

P ] Afroh the data. : : . ' ' -

o - 21 . <\
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Deriving Implications from fhe Data

=
; . Our fursf sTep has been to write Indlvidua}/ieporfe f

(8] Q" h
46 schools that provndes»fhem\fhe figdnngs from their own school and comparison
rqiulfs for all ofheﬁ’schools at their level. < We then encourage principats to

dlsseminafe the flndings within the school to all consTuTuencies.. At besf

.

this serves only an awareness function that may bring:to I{ghf unanticipated
. & S . e ¢ .

information or provide a more quantitative basis for érysfalliaing previously r“:

']

suspecfed views. Some of the aspects of awareness. Tha#»may occur in our data are

(1) the expression by students at fhe elementary Ieveﬂ Thaf They have 0p|n|ons

on social relations and think that it is important ahd .relevant to express Them
(2) expression by students at the segondary Tevel Tnafcihey are»dissafusfled e )
wifh their parfucupafion (3) expressuons by teachers: and parenfs at, the elemenfarv

level that they would desire certain forms of parenf involvement |nvo4vemenf . ,
(4)-At a more specific level parf|CU;ar issues in a given school may ‘become
M

.

evident. For example, in one elemenfary school our dafa showed that Teachers

“and parents were highly involved in the schoel and fhat They Thoughf sfudenfs

were highly involved (i.e. they felt students were undersfood lnsfened to,

etc.), but fhese sfudenfs themselves perceived fhaf Theyxhad qunfe fow ind

volvement both rela?ive to: ofher elementary schools dand to whaf Their eldefs
. S s Bt X

perceived (5) In anotper school, the results showed thaf.feachers were highly . #

o N

concerned about the question of evaiuation in rélation to *he[r‘innovaftye

prodrammes. > /

p
< * »

«

It is quife likely, however, that very/lixtie will change as a result
of this information because deriving implications from soqial sc{ence dath
is a very complex process having many pitfails aanreduifing the use of“some

A
problem so|vung framework and group process resoucees. In the .past, without

4 ¥
this framework‘fhere has been a remarkable Tendency for* pracfifioners To ignore
J : " - ' o ®
) . 22 . .
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or nol be able to envisage tThe, mpllcaﬂons of research flndlngs andg
! . - researchers 1o abandon thelr findings at fhe faull flndlng or indictment stage.

1
°

Seldom have researchers gone on to posit operational strategems to address

4 ¢ &

posnllvely the lmpllcaiions of thelr sludles. Our point is that asg educalional
researchers we musl accepl.a further responslbollly lo cOnlrlbule to the,
worklng oul of specific faCIlllallng acllon programs to address the problems and
issues identified in our researches as lhey relate lo“lhe colleclive goals.
of dsers.,\BelI and Mau (1971: pp. 6-44) describe |n.sdhe detall lhe |mpllcallons
of thistype-of role for the social"sejenllsl, and suggest lhalﬂa major responsibili
of lheasociolqgisf is to provide organizing and heprlslic models which incorporate
images of the future and a cybernetie orientation to decision-making.
Perhaps an illuslrallon in terms-of our findings on the role of the stuldent
t ln hlgh school wili indicate some of .the prohlems and pOSSlblllTles. As back-

fa “'o A

ground, it is important to outiine briefly the curﬁ@nt sllualion ln Ontario.’

In Ontarios, the Ministrv of Education has established a set of curriculum
guidelines called HS{ that necesslitates (in lhequ) a high level of student
LI Y v - ‘
and parent involvement .in ma jor'{decision-making in, the matter of student
Ph

course selection.” The rationale offered by the Ministry appears sound: "(this

PR p
P : s ‘.
- approval) wsll allow students of varying tinterests and abilities fo take .

13

‘ »r
pride in their personal education goals and the wlse use_of whalever lnslruclured

time is available..." ~ Nonelheless,‘*he plan recently has been severely -~

’

™

e

W

=

¥

criticized by lhe Ontario Teacher. Federation on the grounds that in those
K * " schools where the plan has been gil?i:ﬁei;jd students lack basie reading BN
. . and wrlll%b skills. _In adduflon, lhey comtend, the students lnlfﬁally ;} K _
select courses which prove loo difficull and then falling ihem,fresalecl \

\

3, Y ) .

s . y ' 23:; ' - , h -
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original sample to help them derive solution-oriented |mpl|ca*|ons of these

findings. Without a problem solving framework the reac?*QQ\IS *he flndings'

k]
.. in a particular school might go something like This. Some tkachers mlgh¢

'tg*uden*s will always say fhose things". . If the viewing of these resuits ,

“like this. (Teachér to s*uden*). "Tel( me, in wha* ways dq‘you not have

=

¥ v - o .
far Too easy courées. Thev*eacher gr%ﬁp also founq that s*uden}s oﬁ a_
highly indfvidualized timetable became ?logi", Lacking'a.collec*ive idep*ity,
and @ven peer friendships. . ‘ - ‘
To re*urn *o\our findings it is clear that a serious communication B ')
barrier exis*s between students and teachers. As we sTafed above, over“oné
half of *he students unJ{he s*udy do not experlence empafhe*uc Open, influen*ial, .
relationships WIfh Jheir teachers. In order to be effec*ave, a program *® p

t S ~

such®as HS ! Wthh Js dependent upon candid and reciprocal-exchanges Be*ween,

v

. N . . . '
teacher and student must begin with very fundamental alternatives in teactier

P
e
B ad ' .
. P 1 “"-) o . {1

student role relationships.
We are currently pl%nning to work with some secondar§ schools in our

R

N s 1

say that results really are not valid because. "students :are -in fact invoiveg'

.

in commﬁ**ees", or i és a *eacher,.always ask if“*hey have suggestions", or
ag

ware 1o lnclude sfuden*s as well as teachers the exchange mlgh* go some*htng

LY

free choice?" (Studenit fo teacher) "You give us free choice as” long as we

"choose what you think is right. You don't want to give us chotce at ail."

in the above case *here:is‘a fallbre on the part of ;eaehers to entertajin ]
the poSsibi}i*y that student perceptions of the situation are real and”important
factors; ther& is a tendency on'*he part of s*uden*s‘*qxét*ribu{e motives to e
teachers. Both groups thuq* they know the "real fac*s"/bf the situation. ,
The reSUI*lng a*mOSphere makes ‘it unllkely that the 6roblem can be dealt WIfh ‘

adequately. N .
Y .- ) .
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pe
i -
f'( .
-

_lead to esfabllshlng student positions on committees, relaxlng rules and so

',' . . ' . 23.
¢ . ' ) .
' r . N . ' ¢ S
Another type of pitfali that might occur if a problem solving framework ‘is

not used involves Jumplng to cqnclusipns or sqlu*ions wI*houT‘adequa*elg

analyzlng rhe problem. Again hypofhe*lcally, a given- school mlgh* view. *hus

da}a, and conolude that thig Is a_terrible si*uarlon.ﬁ Thls reaction mlgh* e
»
4
one’. Chances agre that these solu*aons would lead eu*her to power stru"gles, o
/ [
or to srudents taking adyantage of the lack of rules, etc. Pre**y soon7 people

N

N .
. v o ? /

"would conclude that. the new'siruégﬂon i$ gWérse than the old ong. /.

. ~ . ° : . -
An alternative approach lis *o,emplo§usomegs*ruc*ure which ks conducive

i ’ £

.#owanalyzing the differént aspects of the problem and which treats individuai

f e

and group responsibiiities as imporf¥ant elements of possible solu*ions: Our

A .. . . . - @ ‘\ « R 4

réle-in such a sltua*lon would be fo help the school set up some framework

. *"V

and procedure for clarifying the problem, and fo brlng o beargferta;n
‘ e

techniquese and resources®to deal with particular goais. In shor? the *wo

~ components of our contribution are the’ framework and supporting *ecnniques.

The basic idea behind the framework is ro nelp people;take the problein°
apar* in a way that the particular goal can be stated apart from-cons*rainrs ‘
or proElems in Jmplemenrung it, and where *he constraints can be |den*ifled
and analyzed in, a way that increases the likelihood" that *hey can be reduced

v

and that people will be commL*Ted to tne solutions. -

, s - “
Before outlining the steps, it Is important to state that the groups
. »

that are going to be directly affected by the possibie solution will have to be

'lnvolved in the process. For *he question at hand *hls means af .least .

!

representa*ives of students, teachers and adm:nls*ra*ors. This is necessary

/

for Two'reasons. First, adequate analysis of the probiem requlres *he lngurs
of all Three groups (par*l;ularly because different perceptions of the various

groups are often/parr of the probiem in the flrst place). The second reason

he “

[PIRN




) § z,\_‘\ o . R . ’
is *haf each ‘group must be involved if there. is going to Qeycomm&tment and

responS|biI|fy y‘s’a vus\gplurhohs. w ’

\ .

The following sreps are |nvolved in the generaI frameyork we are employung
(See also Schundler-Rainman, Lippitt and Fox, in press) Clarificarion of
the desired goaI(sL, here |t Is Recessary *o avoid the *endency to state the

#  jssue in problem or solution terms and to heIp peopIe s*afe the goal in

posufive terms. It is also necessary to avoid-the raising of cons*rain*s .
t . .

A or practical |ssues af this first srep (2) helping peopIe generare and identify '
’ L4
those factors that mughf tacilitate its-accomplishment. These’ ‘factors might
refer to perceptions, interpersonal, situational, etc. In short, fhis stage \\i,,.
¢ . o

¢ .

concefns the analysis of the problem (3) a rhirdksfep is to generate possible.

. ’ et W
ways (solutions) for reducing or eliminating certain, important constraints,
and ior capufaluztng on facilitators (4)ﬁfinally’i* i necessary fo select,

Solutions using criteria of relative importance, budget, manpower "and other ¥

feasaoiliry questions. (ln describing this sequence we are not implylng T ;

" ( that a single solution will suffice once and for al I social organizations mus?’

. "+ have continual problenjsolving-approaches). ' :ZI‘ . o
° The other elements of the above process are rhe‘sqpporfing techniques .

necessary to make it work. There are.ceftain ground rules -necessary such as -

- I4

' the avoidance of premarure evaIuafion or the need-to actively listen and hear

what cer?ain groups are sayung. Related to this, it Is also necessary *ozaeal

S directly with group process”skiTls concernlng problems of Join* or par*ucipatorx

\

decision+*making. Certain techniques and simulations have been devetOped

-

recently for use in schools.* -~ ' Co- . : |

9

———— e 1
|

~ *Schmuck, R. A.,.Runkel, Philip J., Saturen, Steven L. Marrell, Ronald T.,
and Derr, C. Brooklyn Handbook of Organization Development .n Schools, 1972,
Eugene Oregon: Center for the Advanced Study of Educational Administration. .
~ Pfeiffer, J. William and Jones, John E. A Handbook of Strutctured txperuences

-

for Human Relations Training, 1970, lowa City: Unlvefsafy Associates Press.

i}
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We have no i llusion that *hfs approachswlll,solve proolems smoothly
with the schools in our sample, nor do we assume that It witl definitely work.

However, It does $eem to us worth trying and necessary if Jé arg fo attempt
I 4

fo resolve- impor*an* social problemSéln education. -
Our ponn* is that the data only provide what mcghr be,called an initial
I

"fact p}c*ure" The full set of reasons for *hese fac*s is only partiaily

~

4
comple*e\\\?u? more fundamenrally, solutions are not dlrec?ly contained in

¢

the data, puf must be uynamlcally derlggd t+hrough further Joln* invegriga*ions

.by the researcher and represen*arlves of all cons*rfuencles Schema*lcal]y,

) the approach~we have fol iowed might be presenred as follows.

° ’
Ey

stage |. - Stage 2 . s1#5 3

- 1 ‘ . -
)

R ~

Mapping of role orlen*a*lons, ~  Existing "facts" and - Constituency/

interpersonal relaflonships, fyture or end goal, Researcher - ColIaLora*
expec*ajtons. . ] juxtaposed. reé - incompatibilities,
: . ’ ‘ o R inconsistencies.

“

- A . - N
 Stage 4 ’ ’ . Stage 3 ° .
~ Use of PS framework and . . .Mobilization of Resources
00 technnques - brainstorming, to reach goal.
forcefield, group process i
skills - fo gpecify,. operarlon-
alize, the goal/solu*uoﬁ

-~
> .

Thus, The mode | begins wn*h a fact gathering which |ncludes/a mapping -
of self and other expec*a?lons, and perceptions of lnﬁeracfionjcnﬁﬁhe par*
of the major cons*l*uencues. Qur basic assump*ion oﬁ course, is that
indlvlduals react on the basis of how. they perceive fhe si*ua*lon Irresgec*iye of
its "fac*ual" accuracy. At stages two and three discrepancles between present. )
c0ndi*ion§ and bosslble future ends are iden*lfled and lnconsis*encles .

are confronted. Such an axchange however, cannor occur in an environment




N

- specific formulations of strategies implied in our approach remain to be

‘fu*ure roles usually require at least three compogents: 1) new

_ fundamental moral questions such as how much is the intervenor imposing

) N 260
of suspicion and fault finding. There is a need, particularty at stages ,
s H

three'end’four for activities fo promote group process skills, and conditions .

-

suppor*nve of risk taking and open exchange. Stage four also invclves:

*
a speCJflca*lon of alternatives in role rela*lonshlps consls*en* with future

ends, and a“tonsideration of what suppor*-s*ruc*ures and resources widl be -

. \ T
required to facilitate The development of these new roles. The final stage-
concern§ the moblllza*non of resources, including *echnologlcal manpower, )

pollllcal and economic, requlred to reach the end goala. ;o
\ . .

Obviously, we have only superflcsally outlined the problem. More '”(':
. R ‘\‘

spelled out. Perhaps, the greatest need in detalling these s*ra*egies{jq . i‘;

ran

a particular situation |s to take a developrienta persnecllve. In

— y
o

another paper we are gurrently working on we ar attempting to- ldentlfy e

..
-~ ’W
\,/“'— ‘ o

"maféhing models" of strategies for change: i.e. matching strafeomes ,;; .
< ",.‘,;ff,‘/ P -
of change with par*lcular se*s of conditions. ‘In so do;ng, we *aké:' ;-our A
17 "_f;/,é" A
perspg&llve the developmenf of new roles and role relationships. implied 7~
. RS N |

in users' objectives of future goals. From a developmen*al poipt of.view °°

orienfaflons, 2) new skllls and capablll*ies and 3) new supporf sfruc*ures. f b
Different strategies wlll be necessary depending on the s*arflng p0|n*s \\\f/ '
of ‘groups of users. There-are numerous dilemmas ranging from tactical

ones such as how much structure to provide vis-a-vis particular users fo -

A

EN E

his or her own views rather than helplné users t+ransform; and develop
educa*lonql structures and eXperlences conqruen* with their images of society

and the future. o ‘~.' .
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KEY 10 THE TABLES

1. There are three consfn*henctes, sfudenfs, parents, and teachers from -

three school Ievels, elemenfary, "junior high and high school. All tables
are cross-fagglafed; the-dimensions being the conqﬁquency responding and

the school level., The final sample size is as follows:

o Student’ Parent ” feacﬁéh
Elementary 1582 684 . 262
Junior High . 730 405 172
High School 1281 “eo4 294

' 3593 21783 . 728 ,

2. 'Th tables are presented in percéhfage form rounded to the neares*‘
whole number.

3. The non-rgspondenfs were excluded from fhe base N accordlng to which the
pércenfages were calculated. Cases where the non-response rate was over 54
are lndlcafed 5% fhey occur, However, |n many quesflons respondents were

- given the opflon of answerlng "don'f know" and fhese percenfages are part

" of the calculations:in #he table.

4, In mosf tables the percentages presenfed are based on combined: categories

}ro; the orngnaI question. Thls was done with the following four formats:
{a) When questions begin wufh "To what extent ..." five categories

) .of responsé were offered - "To a great extent/quite a: bit/a

- moderate amount/alittle/not at all". The percentage reporfed .

in fhese tables-are based 8n combining the cafegories, "T/Aa

qreaf exfenf/qu-fc a bit"

.(b) When "Sfrongly agree/aqree/d|sagree/sfrongly dlsagree/no opinion

.,

occurs, .then "Sfrqnqu aoree/aoree" are combined.

' \.-//
',://
(d) When "lever/sometimes/often/always" occurs, then "Often_and

fhen "Considerably and mederately" are combined.’

(c) When "ConsiderabIy/moderafely/very |ittie/not at all” ocqus,_ - /

always" are combined, *#

'/,' T i ” v [ i ) —

-

.




1.

2.

3.

’

L}

5.

6.

&

A}

TABLE 1:

Students' Percepfions of Teachers . --

Teachers understand the students'' point of view?

(often/always)*
f.."fﬁ 1
Junior High 33% [ 7 _4-.-__} '

proomen e

High-School 25% .

Elementary  41%

Do you feel free to talk fo teachers about problems with school work?

<« (often/always)

<

(don't know)

8%
9

*

8%

(don't know)

Elementary  45% ii*~‘_h__mmu“;:3 43
Junior High 33% [ "~ 1 g
High School 30% [~ "3 3%
If | suggest something to my Teqchers-fhey‘hlll Iisfén fb me?
. - 7 (often/always) (don't know)
Elementary 49% e 4%
Junior High 40% {77} 7 7%
High School 32%-{ ™ 6%

. -

AN

in deciding what or how o teach?

. o (often/always)
‘Etementary 195 [T 3
Junior High 16% {1}

133 [

High School

\

4. ,Do your teachers ask for .and use the opinions and ideas of students

-
(don't know)‘

8%
1%

3%{

4

Do you talk with your teachers about things that are going on in this school?

A
(often/always)

Elementary  21% [?T::::]
Junior High 15% |
High School 15% 771 —

Are your teachers friendly, encouraging to you?

4
'

(ofTen/aIwaysf

Elemenfary

»
.

‘

2 T |

Junior High 53% R A I

High School

31

*categories -

-

2 2 S

(don't know)
5%
4%

(don't know)
2%
2% §
o 3%

)
y /




TABLE 2: Students' Perceptlons of Principals

Pl

point of view on school matters? .

(of ten/al ways)

Elementary seg T H .
Junior High s1g ¢~~~ T/ .
~ High School 25% [~ 1 :

7

Do you think that the principal knows and undefstands the students’

(don't know)
6%
18%
29%

I

2. Do you feel free to talk,to your principal about school and-ofher maTTers% )
(often/always) (don't know)
Elementary 205 [} NlL.
o Junior High 14% | NIL
Lt High School 105 [ -~ )
. s
? 3, Does the principal listen to students suggestions? : . -
(often/always) . (don'} know) ‘s
Elementary = 38% :;ﬁ___m_jj:N“_j 13%
Junior High 42% .{_ T3 21%
High School 328 [ 1 23%..
4. Do you think that students have much influence on the principél's
) decisions about what goes on in the school 7. ‘
(often/always) (don't know)
' Elementary  33% [ 1 " 179
Junior High 355 " T3 178
. , High School  25% [~ 77 "1 . of
5. |Is-your principal friendly and encounqding to you? X ]
. (often/ulways) :éi‘;,;z_:(don'f know) .
Elementary  '58% r . — 1 . 6%
: Junior High- 512_ f-T*‘*“m"T;T’;Ww~] 18%
High school 253 [T¥ 73° 29% T

’ e * 1

»
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“TABLE'3: Actua) Student !Involvement L

.
* ~ .

. . . . ¥
’ ¥
¢ v .»g .
Are sTuden‘(s in your school |nvo|ved in deC|S|ons or OISCUSSYOHS aooul gOdlS

and ODJGCFIVGS, schoo! rules and regulations; subjects to be taken, etc.?

¢ ~ e" . 1 ‘ ]
- . ‘ YLS :
- - o . _ " von't nnow
Elementary Junior High High School ‘Response
- 3. ) ! Average
Student* - - 33 39 21 . B D
\ Parent** . 14 18 21 ' - 4Gk
' . N i -
Teachér . 29 34 ‘ 45 * .8 .
LY ' . " ) \ ',ﬁ“- ‘
Principal/ 39 o260 27 NIL
Vice-Principal - . ) ‘.
\ ,
*Student question phrased "Uo you think that s*uden*s have/much say or
influence on decisions apout school matters?" /(qui T/greaf deal)
. € ‘ i
| * **Parent question pzfased "As far-as you know, are students nnvolved in »
) . making or influencing schopl decisibns about goal< and objectives, rules,
and regulations, subjects to be *aken7” g ) - Y
\ ‘ , . . . .
Teacher non-response = 6% . . ~o 7 i
’ ‘4
, ! . -g:-‘..
- 7
v , 7
. £ ¢ :
- T - -, " - L] * t
: - ) 33 r b
. o . . .
~ o -
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— \ ¢

\

¢ LTAsLE 40 [9é§| Student Involvement
T =

’<~1 g *
Should students be involved in/decisions or,discussions about goalS~and -

objectives, schoo! rules and regulafiops? ¢ . .
v\v/ ’
"o : YES
. . .uon!t nnow '
Elementary Junior High High School Response
b b » Average '
Student* 38 3 7 44 ok
“ ~ ,
Parent g 47 , 49 bl Yp
Teacher B 64 77 Sk :
Principal/ 61 47 80 45
Vice-Principal . _
. | ,
§ Parent non-response °  6& ' '
¢, Teacher non-response 7%
. . . Nt
Principal/Vice- . -

Principal non-response = 10 " )

~  ¥Student quééfion pnrased "Do you think that students at your grade level havé
a say or an influence on decisions about goals and objectives of tne school,
school rules and regulations, and the subjects in the school program?"
(quite a bit/great deal) ~ [

3

@ A

» ¢ N
2. How do you feel about becoming a member of a committee in the school which would
discuss goals and objectives of the sghooI,ZSubjecTs to be-taken, school rules

and regulations etfc,? #4
> (1 would like to)~ : . . (Don't know)
i Elementary 605 |7 .. . - § 243
© sunior Hign 4% [T TN R S S
High School 413 [~ """ "7 g 30%
- 4 1'. - _— e
7 T g -
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TABLE ‘53 Student Attifudes e .
) —_— el A T e e
* ¢ 5. . - N
* h ]

i. In general, do Qou fee]. that peoole in this, school (sfudenf feacher,-
principal) work toqether sunporflno and encouragina each other?- "

(areat deal/s support & encouragement) (don'f know)

‘ J
- ) * ‘ ) d r’”‘ N'-:-"\.-F T 3 ‘ ' /.
e Elementary  69% |, . e ‘ ' .. 20 R Eid
o ’ ’ "l ' : r"“. - —- ’» ) 4” o ’ @ N >
- Junior High 73% . ”w-a_,w“~~_-._:i] ‘ 14
: it . o~ P .. *
High School 543 L__ ] R -
2. Most of my classes or lessons are boring? . . : ‘
: - ¢ '
{Agree/strongly aqgree) . _(don't know)
- ‘h IS * - ‘
- Elementary  29% L__*__ m::] ‘ -7 ,
. 3 [ aaueia .. -~ ) .
Junior High ,2?% T i " 9 e
et o T 1 ) =
High School 50% | ' 4 ¢ 5

-

-~ -

* 3. The subjects we take in school are very valuable and important to me?

(Aqree/sfronoly agree) (don't know)

£

- . . Elementary 81% [M__ﬂyw_“uﬂ_wﬁﬂwﬂ_~“_*~»__Jv g

Junior High 75%

479

gh School
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BLE 6~: Parent Contact with School . . <

A B .
+ R -

"Have you discussed-any of the followung with the pruncupal or any of

the teachers: <

The educational goals and objectives of the schbol, scigool rules .
and requlations, grading and reporting pracﬂces workimg as a teach-
er ‘aide, subject matter or teachina materials, adopting new practices
or proarams, individual instruction for your child, atter hours sports
programs and ‘others. . i °

(one or more discussions) y

°

3

Elementary 64% e e ‘ 4 . “. . 16% Non-reshonsE
Junior Hieh 485 [ 7 ROl el *
High School 413 @~ "] o o Q
; , . ) ,s \ ' oy
How often do you attend pagent nights, open house, interviews with the
teache ry etc. 4 . . . -
) (fwo times or more) - g
_Elementary L72% { g T L} . 9

L 4
Junior Migh- 54%
High School  26%

< é

" How many times during the school y€ar have you been |n§4 de’ 'rhe schoo\

during school hours? ) .
- (nevel) ( ' »

ES
3 v -

Elementary, 33% { e : . .
Junior High 59% [ -.’—::_:.-.-—.-—a—-m 2 ' ;
High School 64% | SR T - . .

Have you discussed with the principal or* any of the feal:her's;

s

(a) The educational goals and objectives of thé school?* - .

a EIeménfary Junior -High High./Schdol
¢ S : RN A
Yes 4 _ 29 . 26 15
No; this is the schools . ) <o s
responsibility = 33 32 TN 46 .
No, but | would like to _38 ! Deoa2. 39,
. (b) Adopfi‘ng new practices or pragrams ' L e s - .
* 2 4 M
Yes -~ 20 L oo
No, this is the schools - ’ ) o
respons»bu bity 53 \ 50 58 -
No, but,l wauld like to 36 . 3§4
2 5 .
¥13% Non-response . : e R
| M~ 36 |
. [}
P ~ - 7 a

“ » -

>
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< . TAULL 9; icacher Attituues Towl}ds innovation ////’%
' f . i . " v . N

1. Do teachers actually use new pradtices in their classroom?
_ &

. (fo a great extent/quite a bit) (uon't know)
£lementary  SVA 1. . .. _._1 . T 0
Junior High 4o% .~ 7 "7 : 20
High School 43% T 77 31 , BT

’ 2'.(.-09 teachers search out inforr'naﬂon’a that is relevant and important to edu‘ca_ﬂonal
change? - N o

.t (to a great extent/quite a bit) - (Don't know)
.- Elementary. 36& (. __._.___._ .1 - / A P
T Junior tigh 424 [ 71 : o 25

High School 38s [ ____ "1 7 2

3. Do teachers support and encéurage other teachers who want 10 use hew iueas and
?

practices? . ' i
. (to a.great extent/quite a bit) (bon't know)
Elementary - 53% (_____.. .7 .1 N - 2% p
sifor wigh €% [T
e . ~
High School 48% v ~ 1 1%
f" . . 4. Do individual teachers .evaluate or assess new practices which they have adopted
Y to determine whether they are worthwhile?
(to a great,extent/quite a bit) (Don't kriow)
Elementary 63% { . Tl N ' N 9%
e Junior High 59% il :_ﬁ N 2% -
High School 443 [~ 7" 1 ' : 5%
5. Do feacherswnders*and fhor0ughly tThe obJecﬂves and nature of ﬂ\Q changes fhey
do adopt?
, (to a great ex*em‘/qun‘e a bit) (Lon't know)
Elemenfary 43% [ 1 = L. ' 2%
Junior High 478 [ : \ ‘ 3%

High School 333 | it N . ' ‘ 5%

6. Do you feel that changes which haveé been made have improved the quality of education
for the students?

i (to a great extenfiquife a bit) (Don't know)
¢ o - . |
. \_Elementary 526 [ ____°* 1 © 2% ;
Junior High 523 [_ R s » 15 j«'. ; }
High School 483 |~ e S . ag .
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- TABLE 0 Effccf of the Change (Teacher and Adminis'fra'rors' Perceptions)

@

) i, Has there been an open duscussaon in the school of the advantages and dlsadvanfages
of this prachce7 - . \ A t -

Teachér ® (to a grea\f éxtent/quitera bit) (Lon't’ k:now)‘ £

Elementary  35% {_"’ff'"f‘““"l ‘ L T .,

Junior.High 41% [ | . N 4% '

High School 35% T} t L 7 T

Prmcuoal/Vuce Principal ' ‘ - T

Elementary  66% E.-*_ﬂ-,,_-._-_.--.-“.,_l . 0 ‘

Junior High 73%" [’_;’fj"__"w.m,___j_ e : " ) -

High School 65% r— - ] 1 4% . \
2. To. what extent did your school search for altkrnative solutions to this problem

before adop'hng the new practice? N .

o . ( - o aq
Teacher (to a grea'r exfen'r/qul*re %bl‘l’) (Don't know) ¢
Elementary 275 [ __ __ 13 ‘ 27% "
Junior High 29% E:::::] ' - 31% B
High schdol 253 [ .. ‘ ‘ 29§ ‘
Principal /Vice-Principal . R ) .

Eiemenfary 395 [ . . . . 2% ’

Junior High 47% | S N L 13%

High School 55%\ I j - . . 5% ’
3. To what ‘extent do you think there %as a clear educational need or problem in your:

schod| which this new practice would help to meef or resolve?

v, Teacher . (to a great ex*ren'r/qu;'re a bl'r) ‘(Lon't know) .
Elementary - 65% [____-___—__‘___‘" A | ) %1%_ o
Junior High 603 [ TR - .4 -
_High School 667 [.._m_,::.,h.: o . ‘ . 3 . A

4, Do you f:éel that ﬂ{is practice represénfs aﬁ improvement in educafiona'lwpracf‘;ce r——‘
at your, school? T - - ‘ ’
Te_é_c:[\g_[' T (‘ro a great extent/quite asbit) ~ (Don't know)

Elementary 709 .. I 3 K Fs - 4%
Junior High 584 . .-..-,_.,T. ) e . "4%'1
wigh Sehool 661 - T T 3% ‘

. . Teacher non-response = ll& Princlpal/Vice~Princlpal non-regponse = 8-97
‘ o ) o 3




Do students who were affccfed by this new practice accept it?

(to a great exfenf/quufe a bnf)

- e ———
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TASLE 11
1.
Teacher
Elementary  82%
Junior Hign 74%
High School 79”
Prlncnpal/Vnce~Pr|nCIoa|
. Elementary 98%
S Junior High 100% | _ et e
- High Schéol 914 & 7 SRR

s

2.
TOwar‘dS i'f? A
Teacher (to a areat extent/quite g bit)
B O A :
Elelmen‘far"" 754 (:j AT !
Junior High 7s% [T LT TR
High School 643 C— — N T T
B ~ .
+" - Principal/Vice-Princinal .
- Elementary . 95% LT T TN
: Junior #Tan 938 [T I
) .. e T e st
High School 87% ' ™ - i |

3.* Were parents well
Teacher

Elementary  42%

informed aooéf this new practice?

“(to a great extent/quite.a bit)

S s, T A d ....--4:3
L.. —_—t e e——-

S v b crrm e v pu—ca—_. .
- . - ,___“_3
.
,

A}

———

-

i
-

.

Acce eptrance _of the Change (Teacher & Principal/Vice- vrunq_pal Fercenf ions)

(Don't *know)

0
0

Do teachers who weré aftected by this new practice have a favourable attitude

»

(Don't knaw}

a1
a3’
3%

/

. .
(Don't Know)

_15%
249
16%

3%
0' R
9%

(Don't know )

5%

Junior‘High 3ig [ T e - , o
High School 373 T .
5 Prnncugal/Vnce -Princioal '
Elementary  56% [__~___“M~ ~_"__.*__J
Sumior Wigh 758 Y2 TR
T hign School  61%. P LI ‘
4, Do you fee} satisfied*with the way in.which this change was implemented in your
school? v
- Iggghé;_ . - (to,8 g;eaf ektent/quite,a bit)
Elementary ) 66% [;i,,._ _.__~",u;i~._-;:3‘] ) ‘
< Junior High 64% IR T L L

High Scheol # 83%

Principal/Vice-Principal *

Elementary  83%
" Junior High 69%.
High School 83%
* .

~
\

' Teacher non-responsg =

Ei;ﬂ__'.-«:h"”' . j ."

. \
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«
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TABLE 12: Student Perceptions of School by Sfﬁiol
(ranked on quality of implementation)

¢ lo Med _Hi ._N
9 | ‘ T 3 % .
Do your think that your teachers know and under-
stand the students' pounfs of view on classroom .
or school matters? .
. (offen/abways) 55 44 - 653
Do you feel free to talk fo your “teachers _ K
abouf problems you are having with your )
school work? - . . i
(often/always) - 39 50 57 692
:Do you think that the principal knows and J
understands the students' pounfs of view 4
on 'schoo! matters? o . :
. ‘ (often/always) , 47 60 62 643
Does the princtpas 1isten to student - .
suggestions? ‘ i
) (often/always) 42 47 58 624 *~
Do-.yéu think that students have much %
say or influence on decisions about ;
school maffers’ ’ . , ~
‘(qu1¢e a bif/fo a great exfenf) . 40 46 34 650
" Do you think that students at your grade.level -
should -have a say or an influence on decisions
about goals and obJecflves of the school, .
school. rules and régulations and the sublecfs e
in The “school program? 3 ‘ T
(qu:fe a bit/to a great extent) —..° 37. 45 51 656
hd x '\\' N N
How do you feel abouf becoming a member of a
committee-in the school which would discuss °
goals and obfectives of thesschool , subJec s
fo be Taken, school rules and regulations and . s -
so on? S ‘A{‘X 1
(1 would Iike to) AR 68\ 76
. \‘ .V\ \“
This school encourages students to think fbr L%
themselves. \\‘x k
(strongly agree/agréé&‘ \% 82 ;@3
\,"“ \\ «:. S °'\:\
In general, do you fob | that pegple in this \Sm‘\'\ SR
school (the students, the teachers and the = ‘gui'/ A
el ST . .-
principal) work together supporfing and ARE, AURS
encouraging each other? Ky RO N
. (yes) N 8893 e
SO
Is your mother or father interested Ln what \AQK=: 3
goes on ln this school? . ‘x\gi S
(often/always) - 55 % \ 66 \75% 686
s Ay
How often do your teachers try out new ways of . ;ij ﬁﬁy L .
doing thipgs 1n The classroom? . L R '& .i
. (offen/always)« it 42 57 60/ 695
R L. \_’\"\ ::J' " v ; /l .
4< AT |
. sognt N vt ’ .




YO TABLE 135 Patenf Perceptions of_School by School

(ranked o cuall*y of |mplemen*af:0n)

i ]' ',f ‘ | ,J
oo X )
3 ' \ “?
. ' . L
N To wha* sxfen*.do ou have. confldence in the
R abtllfy of the testirers uf this school to give

" .\ ysyr chitdrera "'“"!s acterv educa*ion?
e (*o a greafxex*en*/qu«fe a bit)

/
. _l_\ -~
2. \Low ?ree do you feel *o approach your child's
i teachers to discuss the subjects that your
child is faking? ., r
. (very/podera*ely free)

'3;. How often do you attend parent nights, open
house, interviews:with teachers, etc.?

¢
H o

4, - Have youﬂdﬁQtﬁssed educational gyoals aﬁqr
objectiveg.of fHe school with the principal

or any fo' the: teachers? (yes)

5. Have %du discussed‘adopfing new practices

) or progfams with the principal or any df the
teachers? Tyes)

6. ' How satisfied are you with the amount of

_information you get about the school program
“and activities?

. (very/fairly s?*isfied)
7. As far as you know,_are paren#% in this
community .involved as teacher aides?
(yes)
>4 .
8:" As far as you know, are parents in this : I

community involved as members of schvol
communities? (yes)

9, IS this a school where the principal
and teachers introduce a lot-of changes
in the school program or do things seem

pretty much the same from”month to
month? . . .
(very many/quitera few changes occur)
Vi hs
- - N
> 9

1 ‘/
4

76

39

40

83

75

20

76

64

36

19

82 378
88 379
79 379
A

41 350

\
24 337
)
'86 379 .
55 371,
307% 366
38~ 317 .




TABLE | IA Teacher Perceptions_of* School by

chool

(ranked on quality- of imp lementation)

Are students in your school involved in decisions s
or discussions about school rules and regulahons7
(yes) -
Are students in your school involved in decisions
or discussion about subjects, courses & teaching
materials? {yes)
As far as you know, are parent$ in this community
involved in school decisions or .discussidns
about what new programme or practices are adopted
in the school?
As far as you know, are 6aren*é in Th?s community
involved working as teacher aides in theg school?
. (yes)
As far as you know, are paren*é in this community
involved as members of sc¢hoo! committees?
' ‘ * (yes) e
To what’extent do you trust other teachers to'be
helpoful and encouraging when you admit you have
a problem?
“(to a great extent/quite a bit)

? v
fo teachers search out information that is re-
‘evant and important tfo educational chapge?

(to a great ex*en*/qU|*e a bit)

Do individual .teachers evaluate or assess new
practicestwhich they Wave adopted to determine
whether they are worthwhile?

(to a great exfenf/quuTe abit)

*
4

Do teachers understand ?horoughly the objectives
and the nature of the changes they do adopt?
- (+o a great extent/quife-a bit)
Do _you feel gﬁa+ changegs which have peen. made
in your division/department/grade levels have
improved the quality of educatioh for the
students?

/

(to a great extent/quite a bit)

33
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TABLE 15: Teacher Perception$ of f Admlnlsfrafnon by School
(ranked on qualafv of |molemen+a+|on)

~ pr . ~ .
i - : lo Med  Hi N
- ' g i %
I, The principal encourages -the staff to talk '
openly with him about any school matters that

bather them, . Y _
‘ " (to a great extent/quite a»bit . 49 -~ 47 79 16l

o2, If | have a criticism about any aspect of the e

school, | feel free to go and tell hkim
openly about it. .
. . (to a great extent/quite a bit) 40 49 ~ 6l 159
, ; ' }
.3, The principal knows the problems | face
as a.teacher, '
' (to .2 great extent/quite a bit) . 37 47 64 162

4, The principal seeks and uses suggestions ‘ /

made by teachers, ) . e
(to a grea+ ex+en+/quu+e a bit) ' 50 55 70 161

»
—~5,. | can really influence the decisions of the . . o
principal regarding things about which | am ’ .
- concerned. . '
. (to a great extent/quite a bit) 32 28 63 160
o

6, Does the principal séek out new ideas to
introduce into the school's programme? , - o
(to a great ex*enf/quffe abit) 42 29 71 154

7. Do parents in this communﬁfy suopor+ the .
principal and teachers when the school wants =~ \
—_ to introduce new prac.*hces7 .
(to a-great ex+en+/qun+e a bit), 32 " 40 58 145

8. Does the Superintendent supporf new pragflces s
.} . in the schosl;, even if they are new or e
N different? \t ' -~

(fo a great extent/quite a bit) - 68 68 88 137

.

“ L




